This article discusses Morton Smith's role as a self-professed manuscript hunter in uncovering the only known copy of Clement's Letter to Theodore, and critically assesses the existing studies on its handwriting. We argue that Stephen C. Carlson's analysis is flawed due to its dependence on distorted images, that Agamemnon Tselikas's study has a number of problems due to the unsuitability of applying standard palaeographic practices to a case of suspected deception, and that Venetia
[262] Morton Smith 
took three sets of photographs of Clement's Letter to
Theodore, and left the original document in the tower library of the monastery of Mar Saba. He could not take the document with him since it was the property of the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate. 1 This statement is worth making, because it cuts to the heart of the pervasive myth that the late Columbia professor of ancient history behaved deviously in the way he presented this document to his peers. As a recent commentator noted, an "academic folklore" has grown up around this topic, which has been handed down from scholar to scholar "like an esoteric tradition." 2 This folklore includes the charge that Smith failed to secure access to the manuscript so that other scholars could corroborate his findings. 3 This in turn has been used to support the suspicion that Smith himself forged the text. 4 Following the death of Smith in 1991, these voices have become increasingly insistent, and the folklore has become increasingly ingenious. 5 Instead of passing on this academic hearsay, we have opted for an introductory statement that is most likely to be true and will allow us to place Smith's actions in a more defensible framework. This will be discussed in more detail below.
With such doubts in the air, some scholars have taken a suspicious stance towards anything connected with the manuscript of this Clementine letter. The interplay between the developing folklore and the known facts has allowed even the standard, mundane practices of modern academic manuscript hunters to be presented as evidence of foul play. Consider, for instance, how Smith's addition of his name and a number (#65) to the front of the printed book in which this manuscript was written (a standard cataloguing procedure) has been used to argue that the book actually no doubt that Smith was a [264] self-professed "manuscript hunter." 11 Historically, the birth of this noble profession has been traced to the Italian Renaissance, when the good Humanists of Florence and other cities of Northern Italy began to piece together the Guy G. STROUMSA; Leiden: Brill, 2008), vii-xxiv, at xiv), and that they also show the "evolution" (STROUMSA, "Introduction," xvi) and "gestation of his interpretation" (STROUMSA, "Introduction," xvii).
We agree that, in Stroumsa's words, this "strongly points to the total trustworthiness of Smith's account of his important discovery" (STROUMSA, "Introduction," xxi). However, Pierluigi Piovanelli has contested Stroumsa with an alternative interpretation. Piovanelli believes that the correspondence shows how "Smith was exposed to Scholem's … theories about Jewish mysticism … and started thinking about the historical Jesus as a truly Jewish messiah à la Sabbatai Tzevi", and-in a precarious situation with his career-"realiz [ed] that, in order to make a stronger proposal about the historical Jesus as a miracle worker/magician, he was in need of more consistent proof." In Piovanelli's interpretation, thereafter, Smith would have manufactured an "extremely sophisticated forgery … as a tool for promoting ideas that existed beforehand in his own head"; Pierluigi PIOVANELLI, "Halfway Between 133. Yet the contents of Clement's Letter to Theodore function as "evidence" just as well whether Smith manufactured or genuinely discovered the manuscript (as long as the potential spuriousness remains undiscovered), i.e. Smith's certainty for having the "evidence" remains the same in both cases. The unavoidable ambiguousness for assessing motives lies at the heart of Piovanelli's interpretation, or as he himself notes, "Une telle reconstruction, basée sur une lecture aussi honnête et "sans malice" que possible des lettres de Smith et Scholem, est, selon la formule consacrée, sinon vraie, du moins vraisemblable"; PIOVANELLI, "Keckheit," 423. We will return to the topic of motive in the Epilogue. 11 SMITH, Secret Gospel, 8. "lost knowledge" of the classical world. 12 The prevalent [265] attitude of the times held that "the rightful" owners were "too ignorant to be worthy of" the documents they might have in their possession. 13 For centuries afterwards, it was the primary goal of the manuscript hunter to locate and secure ancient documents, and to bring them back to "safety" (i.e. into the realm of the "civilized" Western world). As contemporary travelogues demonstrate, this behaviour of the Western adventurers had changed the Eastern attitudes toward them by the mid-nineteenth century, and made the book guardians unwilling to part with their treasures "on any terms whatever." 14 Technological innovation in the form of the camera brought forth a new paradigm for manuscript hunting. Leo Deuel attributes the shift to Agnes Smith Lewis and Margaret Dunlop Gibson at the turn of the twentieth century, when the two Semitic scholars let go of the desire to possess the manuscripts they wanted to study. The new breed of manuscript hunters wanted first and foremost to make previously unknown manuscripts available to the scholarly community. The libraries and archives, whether monastic or secular, could continue to tend to their priceless documents. The visiting academics were content on making catalogues and photographing the manuscripts for the purpose of further study. 15 At this point, it is time to consider where Smith fits into all of this. At the turn of the 1950s, he was profoundly interested in manuscripts related to Isidore of Pelusium. Of the thousands of manuscripts that Smith encountered, photographed, and catalogued, only Clement's Letter to Theodore has evoked demands that he make the item available to his colleagues, as if the possibility of forgery were somehow more pertinent to this particular manuscript, as if the monastic library Smith found it in were incapable of keeping it safe, and as if sans theft he would have had the opportunity to take it with him.
We suspect that two reasons are responsible for the extraordinary reaction to this particular document. First, this Clementine letter contained quotations from a μυστικὸν εὐαγγέλιον (Theod. II.6, 12), allegedly composed by Mark (Smith called this text the Secret Gospel of Mark), which made it of interest not only to scholars of Clement but also to the larger field of Christian origins. Second, the theories about Jesus that Smith based on these quotations struck a nerve with his colleagues. 22 Smith argued that this text revealed Jesus to be a magician who offered his disciples a mystery rite by which they were "possessed by Jesus' spirit" and "participated by hallucination in Jesus' ascent into the heavens." Correspondence, 79-82 (#40), at 80, Smith notes that publishing catalogues of manuscripts is "a worthy cause" in itself. 21 PANTUCK and BROWN, "Madiotes," 110. In a letter to H. Dörries, dated April 25, 1959, Smith wrote a detailed description of the location of a manuscript of Macarius he had encountered, enclosed photographs he had taken, and instructed the well-known Macarius scholar on how to gain access to the original. We wish to thank Pantuck for bringing this letter to our attention. could have gone as far as "physical union" between Jesus and the disciples. 24 These are extraordinary ideas, and the reactions they provoked among scholars ranged from incredulity to indignation.
[267] Smith narrated his discovery of Clement's Letter to Theodore in his book The Secret Gospel.
25
As part of an extended trip to the East encompassing libraries in Jordan, Israel, Turkey, and Greece, 26 Smith entered the ancient monastery of Mar Saba in the summer of 1958 with permission from His Beatitude Benedict of Jerusalem. Under the supervision of a monk, Smith had access to the Mar Saba tower library, where he combed through the printed volumes for manuscripts that had been left behind when the majority of them had been transferred to Jerusalem in the latter half of the 1800s. 27 At the end of his stay, he found a copy of a letter written on three of the end pages in a copy of Isaac Vossius's 1646 edition of Ignatius's letters, Epistulae genuinae S. Ignatii
Martyris.
28 From the title of the manuscript alone ("From the letters of the most holy 24 "Freedom from the law may have resulted in completion of the spiritual union by physical union"; SMITH, Secret Gospel, 114; "a baptism administered by Jesus to chosen disciples, singly, and by night. In this baptism the disciple was united with Jesus. The union may have been physical (… there is no telling how far symbolism went in Jesus' rite), but the essential thing was that the disciple was possessed by Theodore. We will focus on three of these four handwriting analyses performed 42 Professor Stanley Isser reports in Pantuck, "Ability," 210, that Smith spent "most of his time between his discovery and publication" trying to authenticate the text by comparing "every word and phrase in both the letter and the gospel text … with the manner and frequency of such words and phrases that were used in Clementine literature and in canonical Mark in order to see if they fit the style in those texts." Based on stylistic considerations, Smith concluded that "the letter is either entirely genuine or a deliberate imitation of Clement's style"; SMITH, Clement, 76.
43 STROUMSA, "Introduction," xx-xxi: "The book had clearly remained where Smith had found it, and where he had replaced it after having made his photographs."
44 SMITH, "Score," 458-459. 45 If anyone is to blame for the loss of the manuscript, the guilty party resides at the Greek Orthodox Patriarchal library. Apart from the fact that the manuscript went missing while under their supervision, they have refused to allow tests to be performed on at least two occasions (by Stroumsa's company and by Quesnell), and also obstructed scholars in their attempts to even see the manuscript. Put in this way, the oft-repeated accusation of Smith making "no effort to subject the book to scientific analysis" (Craig anastasopoulou-can-a-document-in-itself-reveal-a-forgery. 57 TSELIKAS, "Handwriting Analysis Report," IV. 58 However, as Pantuck has convincingly argued, Smith could not have used any of these manuscripts as a model to imitate the script or to produce the ink, as he did not photograph any of them.
PANTUCK, "Response to Agamemnon Tselikas," 3-4. 59 Ibid., V, VI, IX, X (note that the last two are actually identical). 60 WATSON, "Beyond Suspicion," 131. This failure of Carlson's methodology, combined with his lack of training, accounts for the contrasting verdicts of Carlson and Anastasopoulou, the latter being a professionally trained forensic document examiner who had access to the same highquality images that we have studied. Whereas Carlson determined that the handwriting "was executed more slowly than it purports to be" by a writer who "had forgery, counting "Carlson and two handwriting experts" as believing that Smith forged the manuscript against the lone Anastasopoulou. But Edison-though she is a professional handwriting expert-has never stated that she thinks the document is a forgery or suspects Smith of forging it. On the contrary, she has specifically emphasized that "no professional evaluation of mine [concerning the status of breakfast), 81 and from the amount of control the writer needs to utilize to produce the desired writing (whether this is a personal note just for myself, or if I need to disguise my handwriting or simulate someone else's). 82 To further complicate matters, the actual strokes on the paper do not appear as a set-piece compromise between the internalized model hand and the particulars of the writing situation, but as a range of variations in the forms of letters. This variety in stroke execution-stemming from the fact that no human is a machine-is commonly known as natural variation and should not be confused with inconsistency in writing, the former being a normal part of every handwritten note ever produced, and the latter a suspicious sign of foul play.
83
From these considerations forensic document examiners have established that some aspects of our handwriting are always produced with more conscious effort than other aspects and that the less conscious aspects are the ones more difficult to disguise; hence, they are also the best place to discover idiographic features of the author.
84
Furthermore, writers attempting to disguise their handwriting or simulate someone else's will eventually switch (i.e. fall back, or lapse) into their unconscious habits and make use of those units of movement that form their unique internalized model hand. 85 The fundamental difference between writing with one's own handwriting and imitating someone else's is that the former uses proprioceptive feedback (i. herself made both in her original report and in her later response. 92 [281] As for Tselikas's observation; while we agree that a forger would certainly try to avoid his own personal style while forging, the unconscious and the deeply engrained aspects of handwriting are rarely fully suppressed.
Controlled and Personal Writing: A Quantitative Analysis
The language peculiar to the field of forensic document examination in Anastasopoulou's report has already been opened up and explained by Brown and does not need to be repeated here. 93 We instead wanted to approach her analysis from a different angle and ask if Anastasopoulou's expert opinion could be quantified in any way. When, for example, she talks about specifics such as spontaneity and consistency, could those qualities be expressed in numbers, to let non-experts in forensic document examination better grasp the nature of the handwriting in Clement's
Letter to Theodore?
Colette Sirat distinguishes between controlled and personal writing. The first results from any number of "internal restraints" and "external constraints," while the latter is in use when no such inhibitions are present. An example of an internal restraint is the writer's own notion that he or she should write the words down clearly for other people to be able to read the writing, whereas an external constraint could be a requirement to fit one's writing on predetermined lines. These two aspects are present in all of our writing, and we switch between the two modes regularly and unconsciously. The amount of control a writing exhibits will fall somewhere on a sliding scale, with some examples of handwriting showing more control than others.
The distinction becomes important when we consider the concept of the internalized model hand. Since writing is generated in units of movement, which become manifest on a page in the form of strokes that range in length and complexity from individual, separated strokes to clusters of letters forming complete words, the writing units are Tselikas's conclusion, in this particular instance, simply does not follow from the phenomenon he scrutinizes, especially given that the amount of non-continuous lines was greater in the other two eighteenth-century manuscripts we studied previously.
The above is not the only instance of vagueness in Tselikas's handwriting analysis. This approach fails first in ignoring dissimilarities between idiographic features of the handwritings-in authorial identification these are of far greater importance.
His transcription of Clement's Letter to
Huber and Headrick even state that "a limited number of differences, perhaps only one" could be enough "to offset the weight of a number of similarities, regardless of their respective importance." 116 Furthermore, Tselikas does not take into account the phenomenon of natural variation; i.e. he does not establish the "range of variation" for those particular letters by examining many examples in order to find the "typical shape" or "master pattern" of those letters.
117
Without the assessment of the extent of the variability of the letterforms a given writer produces, it is trivial to find the occasional match between any handwriting that utilizes the same alphabet, especially with relatively simple letters such as tau and theta.
119
The difference between palaeographers and forensic document examiners is quite pronounced at this point.
For one example, Tselikas offers two instances of the letter tau written individually in Clement's Letter to Theodore, both of which exhibit a different allographic variation of the letter (small tau with counter-clockwise loop and tall tau with clockwise curve).
120
When he subsequently places the shorter one side by side with Smith's tau, there is no indication that the range of variety in the execution of that particular letter has been accounted for, apart from the obvious distinction between the tall and short form. 121 Differences and similarities at the allographic level, however, are useful in cases where Tselikas here. He claims that this scribe writes the letter-combination σι with the miniscule sigma by first writing the sigma and then attaching the iota to the sigma beginning from the lower part of the iota. As far as we can tell, he also does so in I.24 and possibly also in other places. Since the drawing is done in the opposite direction, this would not count as a pen lift but as two letters written independently.
TSELIKAS, "Agamemnon Tselikas' Handwriting Analysis Report," IV.
127 #11, #19.
128 They might, however, disclose details of the specific school a given scribe was trained in. that "the most common symptom of forgery is not, as is incorrectly thought by many, divergence in form but a drawn and hesitating quality of stroke or line." 131 Occasional oddities in letter formation are, rather, a sign of genuineness, and given the thousands of letters in Clement's Letter to Theodore, it would be most suspicious if no occasional inexplicable oddities were to be found.
132
As previously mentioned, the tendency in forgery is toward legibility and exact reproduction of the shape of the letterforms used as exemplars, to the detriment of line quality and other assorted characteristics of the handwriting. If anything, this tendency leads to an artificial uniformity in the writing, whereas natural handwriting contains deviations from the norm. As an illustration, consider the image of a letter delta below, which is taken from the personal letter of Dapontes, written in the eighteenth century (from one of the manuscripts we studied for numbers of fresh starts). This letter is written quite atypically in two strokes, but this quirk tells us nothing about Dapontes's knowledge of Greek. Furthermore, since students of Ancient Greek are usually taught the proper way to write the letter delta, it is much easier to imagine a fluent native Greek writer feeling free to vary his execution of the letter, than it is to imagine a forger skilled enough to produce Clement's letter to Theodore with such accuracy writing such a simple letter in a non-standard way.
The few remaining remarks concerning other unnatural pen lifts, nomina sacra and the use of colons require further commentary.
[290] Tselikas notes that "two dots occur when a word is divided at the end of the that the scribe has actually lifted his pen, and 3) if the somewhat peculiar "twist" this scribe sometimes makes when writing certain letters is the place in which he perceives the pen lift? Tselikas replied that he was "not willing to deal" with this matter anymore. The only answer he had to our questions was that "the scribe shows hesitation in completing the letters" and that "the writing of many letters is not flowing, but split, which indicates that the scribe did not have enough experience in Greek script." He also emphasized that he is "not a handwriting analyst, but a paleographer with extensive experience in 144 There are a total of 56 circumflexed upsilons (ῦ) in the manuscript. Thirty-seven of those are in the word τοῦ, and there the tau is always written alone, the omicron and the upsilon are written as ligature and are as far as we can tell connected with the circumflex accent in a continuous stroke in every case.
Of the remaining 19 circumflexed upsilons, 13 are written with the circumflex as a tilde (this includes all 7 instances of Ἰησοῦ…). The remaining 6 times the circumflex is seemingly done as a continuation of the upsilon or omicron-upsilon ligature and then sometimes apparently done separately. But this is all explainable. In the omicron-upsilon ligatures of II.13 θεοῦ, II.24 …θοῦ… and III.10b θεοῦ, the circumflex is probably added in II.24 and possibly in III.10b. But then also θοῦς in I.11 is written with a tilde, which indicates that this scribe used to add the circumflex afterwards when an omicron-upsilon ligature was preceded by theta or both theta and epsilon. The δοῦ in I.4 is not done as a ligature and the circumflex seems to be added to the upsilon in a continuous stroke. If the circumflex was added to III.8 γυμνοῦ (and this is not obvious) it would still be in line with the fact that it was written as a tilde in II.15 νοῦν (which shows that the scribe also used to add the circumflex separately in the letter-combination νοῦ). Also in II.6 μυστικοῦ the circumflex seems to be added in a separate stroke. Since this is the only instance of the letter-combination κοῦ, there is no way to tell if this scribe used to add the circumflex afterwards also in these cases, although the kappa and the epsilon are written quite similarly. her assessment more intuitive for non-specialists in handwriting studies to grasp.
Second, although forensic document examiners tell us that it is extremely difficult to produce a natural-looking imitation of writing that is skilful, artistic, and complex (as the manuscript in question is), and that it is all but impossible to imitate the rhythm that it displays, there remains the banal truism that, in Osborn's words, "perfect forgery cannot be detected by anyone." 149 The long lists of "signs of genuineness" and "signs of forgery" found in the literature on handwriting studies are only indicative and never absolute. Exceptions to these rules exist, whether they are scripts that are executed with a degree of skill that renders them almost indistinguishable from authentic writing, 150 or authentic handwritings that exhibit all the signs of forgery in the book.
151
In most discussions of Clement's Letter to Theodore, it is not recognized that these tools of authenticity detection do not answer the question of whether or not a given document is authentic, but rather, whether or not a given document is indistinguishable from an authentic document. Strictly speaking, the methods that forensic document examiners have at their disposal are designed to answer two questions: Is this particular writer responsible for this particular document? And does 149 OSBORN, Questioned Documents, 367. 150 The handwriting in the so-called salamander letter is often cited as an example of master forgery, though other details in its production offered food for suspicion; consult Joe NICKELL and John F. The tenacious attachment to the forgery hypothesis has been made possible by its adherents' concentration on the purported motives of Smith. 155 Unfortunately, such motives as they relate to manufacturing forgeries-lacking a death-bed confession, which Smith did not make-are necessarily ambiguous, and the actions from which they were inferred can usually be ascribed to a different motive, as was the case with 156 See footnote #11. 157 On his letter to Gershom Scholem dated August 1, 1955, regarding the uncatalogued collection of manuscripts in the Meteora (a group of Greek monasteries), Smith noted that "nothing approaching even an adequate check list has as yet been published, so it's a worthy cause"; Correspondence, 80 (#40).
is perfectly honest, akin to Stroumsa's "total trustworthiness of Smith's account". 158 Yet we are far more satisfied with arguments that do not hinge on alleged motives, but assert more demonstrative theses. Such theses include Smith's lack of skill regarding patristic Greek and eighteenth-century cursive script, or-as we have attempted to substantiate in this article-the signs of control present in the handwritten script itself.
In 159 VIKLUND and PAANANEN, "Distortion". 160 The report of Edison that Carlson had brought into the discussion cannot strengthen his position because Edison viewed the same distorted images. Moreover, contrary to the common inference that she endorsed his conclusions (e.g. EVANS, "Grounds for Doubt," 91), an inference Carlson has permitted by withholding significant portions of this report, she in fact declined to offer a professional opinion due to her unfamiliarity with Greek handwriting, and also noted a fundamental problem with his method; consult BROWN and PANTUCK, "Questionable," for details. 
